UNI TED STATES DI STRI CT COURT
VWESTERN DI STRI CT OF WASHI NGTON
AT SEATTLE
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I N RE: PHENYLPROPANOLAM NE
(PPA) PRODUCTS LI ABILITY
LI Tl GATI ON,

Thi s document rel ates to:

Turner v. Novartis Consuner
Health, Inc, et al.,
No. 03-347,

Moton v. Bayer Corp., et al.
No. 03-361,

Staney v. Bayer Corp., et al.,
No. 03-394

MDOL NO. 1407

ORDER DENYI NG MOTI ONS FOR
RECONSI DERATI ON

On January 15, 2004, Plaintiffs filed Mdtions for Reconsid-

eration of this Court’s January 9, 2004 Orders of Dism ssa

dism ssing plaintiffs’ cases for failure to submt Plaintiff Fact

Sheets (“PFS’) as required by Case Managenent Order (“CMJ) No.

6. Having reviewed these notions,

Court finds and concl udes as fol |l ows:

Local Rule 7(h) provides:

and, being fully advised, the

Mbtions for reconsideration are di sfavored. The court
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will ordinarily deny such notions in the absence of a
showi ng of manifest error in the prior ruling or a
showi ng of new facts or |legal authority which could not
have been brought to its attention earlier with reason-
abl e diligence.

On Cct ober 25, 2003, the parties in each of the above cases
submtted a Joint Stipulation of Dismssal in the Event of Non-
Filing of Plaintiff’s Fact Sheet, providing for dismssal wthout
prejudi ce of each plaintiff’s clains if no PFS was filed and
served by Cctober 15, 2003. The January 9, 2004 orders from which
plaintiffs seek relief dismssed plaintiff’s clains pursuant to
t he above agreenents.

Plaintiffs do not argue that they submtted fact sheets as
required by CMO No. 6. Rather, they object to entry of the
January 9, 2004 orders of dism ssal on the basis that the above
cases are stayed by a Decenber 19, 2003 Order (“Stay Order”). The
Stay Order, however, expressly states that the stay shall not
affect the parties’ obligations under CMO No. 6, shall not
prevent parties fromfiling or opposing dispositive notions based
on CMO No. 6, nor shall it prevent the Court fromruling on
di spositive notions. Stay Order, at 2.

For the reasons stated above, plaintiffs have failed to show
either manifest error or new facts or legal authority that could
not with reasonabl e diligence have been brought to the Court’s
attention earlier. The Court hereby DEN ES plaintiffs’ notions
for reconsideration.
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DATED at Seattle, Washington this 20'" day of January, 2004.

s/ Barbara Jacobs Rothstein
BARBARA JACOBS ROTHSTEI N
UNI TED STATES DI STRI CT JUDGE
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